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1. This action is responsive to the amendment and remarks filed on March 16, 2006. 

2. A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set forth in 
37 CFR 1 .17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this appUcation is 
eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) 
has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 
37 CFR 1.114. AppHcant's submission filed on 10/17/2006 has been entered. 

3. Claims 30-51 are presented for examination and claims 1-29 are canceled. 

4. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. code not included in this office action can be 
found in a prior office action. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC 103 

5. Claims 30 and 42 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Morshed et al, U.S. Patent 6,760,903 (hereinafter Morshed) and Lanteigne et al, U.S. Patent 
6,557,056 (hereinafter Lanteigne) in view of Mathur et al, U.S. Patent 6,704,807 (hereinafter 
Mathur). 



6. 



Morshed, Lanteigne, and Mathur were cited in the last office action. 
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7: As per claims 30 and 42, Morshed taught the invention substantially as claimed 
comprising: 

maintaining a connection, via a network (col. 32, lines 50-57), between a first proxy on a 
first server and a second proxy on a second server (col. 43, lines 23-36); 
while maintaining the connection: 

a plurality of first processes on the first server communicating with a 
plurality of second processes on the second server via the 
connection (col. 43, lines 1-12) by: 

the plurality of first processes exchanging data with the 
first proxy (col. 37, lines 25-27); and 

the first proxy exchanging the data via the connection with the 
second proxy (col. 43, Unes 8-12, 23-29). 

8. Although Morshed taught exchanging data with the first proxy (col. 37, lines 25-27), 
however, Morshed did not teach for each first process of the plurality of first processes: the each 
first process writing data to the respective unique region of the each first process and the first 
proxy reading data fi-om the respective unique region of the each first process. Lanteigne taught 
wherein exchanging data with a first proxy includes, for each first process: the each first process 
writing data to the respective unique region; and the first proxy writing data to the respective 
unique region , and the each first process reading data from the respective unique region (col. 13, 
lines 5-31) 
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9. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of Morshed and Lanteigne because Lanteigne's 
teaching would allow Morshed' s processes to communicate via the queuing system data structure 
in order to permit non-blocking access between processes in a multiprocessor system. 
Furthermore, Lanteigne's queuing system can support multiple accesses from different processes 
of Morshed' s system in a robust manner and may avoid becoming blocked by a single process 
(col. 3,lines 56-67). 

10. Morshed and Lanteigne did not teach shared memory. Mathur taught each of the 
pluraUty of processes is assigned a unique region of the shared memory (col. 7, line 61 -col. 8, 
line 14). 

11. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of Morshed, Lanteigne and Mathur because 
Mathur' s method of assigning memory region to processes would increase the reliability of 
Morshed' s and Lanteigne's systems by avoiding error due to apphcations accessing memory 
outside of their allocated slot (col. 8, lines 5-7). 

12. As per claims 3 1 and 43, Morshed, Lanteigne and Mathur taught the invention 
substantially as claimed in claims 30 and 42 above. Lanteigne further taught comprising: 

a first process of the plurality of first processes writing data to region of the shared 
memory that is assigned to the first process (col. 13, lines 5-31); and 
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the first process causing the state of a process mark device to change to a first state to 
indicate that the region is not writeable by the first process, wherein the process mark device has 
the first state and a second state that indicates that the region is writeable by the first process 
(col. 16, Hnes 7-36; col. 9, lines 37-42). 

13. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of Morshed, Lanteigne, and Mathur for the same 
reason as claims 30 and 42 above. 

14. As per claims 32 and 44, Morshed, Lanteigne, and Mathur taught the invention 
substantially as claimed as in claims 3 1 and 42 above. Lanteigne further taught prior to the first 
process writing data to the region of the shared memory, the first process determining whether 
the region of the shared memory is currently writeable by the first process (see Lanteigne, col. 
13, lines 5-31). (Note that Mathur taught region of the shared memory is assigned to the first 
process) 

15. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of Morshed, Lanteigne, and Mathur for the same 
reason in claim 3 1 above. 

16. As per claims 33 and 45, Morshed, Lanteigne, and Mathur taught the invention 
substantially as claimed as in claims 32 and 44 above. Lanteigne fiarther taught the first process 
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determining whether the region of the shared memory is currently writeable comprises the first 
process checking the state of the process mark device (see Lanteigne, col. 13, lines 5-3 1). (Note 
that Mathur taught region of the shared memory is assigned to the first process) 

17. It would have been obvious to one havmg ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of Morshed, Lanteigne, and Mathur for the same 
reason in claim 3 1 above. 

18. As per claims 34 and 46, Morshed, Lanteigne, and Mathur taught the invention 
substantially as claimed as in claims 33 and 45 above. Lanteigne further taught the first process 
causing the state of a proxy mark device to change to a first state to indicate that the region of the 
shared memory is readable by the first proxy, wherein the proxy mark device has the first state 
and a second state that indicates that the region is not readable by the first proxy (see Lanteigne, 
col. 16, lines 7-36; col. 9, Unes 37-42). (Note that Mathur taught region of the shared memory is 
assigned to the first process) 



19. It would have been obvious to one having orduiary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of Morshed, Lanteigne, and Mathur for the same 
reason in claim 3 1 above. 
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20. As per claims 35 and 47, Morshed, Lanteigne, and Mathur taught the invention 
substantially as claimed as in claims 34 and 46 above. Lanteigne further taught the first process 
writing to the process mark device (col. 16, lines 7-36; col. 9, lines 37-42). 

21 . It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of Morshed, Lanteigne, and Mathur for the same 
reason in claim 3 1 above. 

22. As per claims 36 and 48, Morshed, Mathur and Lanteigne taught the invention 
substantially as claimed as in claims 34 and 46 above. Lanteigne fiirther taught in response to 
the proxy mark device changing to the first state, the first proxy determining that there is data to 
be read from the region (col. 13, lines 5-31; col. 16, Unes 7-36; col. 9, lines 37-42). (Note that 
Mathur taught region of the shared memory is assigned to the fu*st process. See Mathur, col. 7, 
line 61 -col. 8, line 14) 

23. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of Morshed, Lanteigne, and Mathur for the same 
reason in claim 3 1 above. 

24. As per claims 37 and 49, Morshed, Lanteigne, and Mathur taught the invention 
substantially as claimed as in claims 34 and 46 above. Lanteigne further taught comprising: 

the first proxy reading data from the region (col. 13, lines 5-3 1); and 
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the first proxy causing the proxy mark device to change to the second state (col. 13, lines 
5-3 1). (Note that Mathur taught region of the shared memory is assigned to the first process. See 
Mathur, col. 7, line 61 -col. 8, line 14) 

25. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of Morshed, Lanteigne, and Mathur for the same 
reason in claim 3 1 above. 

26. As per claims 38 and 50, Morshed, Lanteigne, and Mathur taught the invention 
substantially as claimed as in claims 37 and 49 above. Lanteigne further taught the process mark 
device changing to the second state in response to the proxy mark device changing to the second 
state (fig. 10, col. 13, lines 5-31; col. 16, lines 7-36). 

27. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of Morshed, Lanteigne, and Mathur for the same 
reason in claim 3 1 above. 

28. As per claims 39 and 51, Morshed, Lanteigne, and Mathur taught the invention 
substantially as claimed as in claims 30 and 42 above. Lanteigne fiirther taught comprising: 

a first process of the plurality of first processes reading data from a region of the shared 
memory that is assigned to the first process (col. 13, lines 5-3 1); and 
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the first process causing the state of a process mark device to change to a first state to 
indicate that the region is not readable by the first process, wherein the process mark device has 
the first state and a second state that indicates that the region is readable by the first process (col. 
16,lines 7-36; col. 9, lines 37-42). (Note that Mathur taught region of the shared memory is 
assigned to the first process. See Mathur, col. 7, line 61 -col. 8, line 14) 

29. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of Morshed, Lanteigne, and Mathur for the same 
reason in claim 3 1 above. 

30. As per claims 40 and 41, they fail to teach or define above or beyond claims (already 
rejected claims 31-39). 

3 1 . Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 30-5 1 have been considered but are moot in 
view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

32. The prior art made of record and not reUed upon is considered pertinent to appUcant's 
disclosure. 

Dennie, U.S. Patent AppUcation Publication 2002/0059503 

33. A shortened statutory period for reply to this Office action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. Any inquiry concerning this communication or 
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earlier communications from tlie examiner should be directed to Philip C Lee whose telephone 
number is (571)272-3967. The examiner can normally be reached on 8 AM TO 5:30 PM 
Monday to Thursday and every other Friday. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are 
unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, Bunjob Jaroenchonv^anit can be reached on (571) 272- 
3913. The fax phone number for the organization where this appUcation or proceeding is 
assigned is 571-273-8300. Information regarding the status of an application may be obtamed 
from the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished appUcations is available through Private PAIR only. For more 
information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions 
on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217- 
9197 (toll-free). 



P.L. 




